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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-6, 8, 12, 13-15, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Abboud (U.S. 6,636,958) in view of Schubert (U.S. 6,742,034). 

As per claim 1, Abboud teaches a method for providing data storage capacity on demand 
comprising: partitioning at least a portion of a set of active data media storage slot elements and 
active data transfer elements of said data library, exclusive of said disabled set, into partitions for 
use by said end users; and redefining said sets in response to changes in storage capacity rights 
of said end users (column 6, lines 37-44; column 9, lines 46-64). Abboud does not specifically 
teach the disabling of slot and data transfer elements, thus disallowing user access to these 
elements. Schubert teaches the disabling of these elements, which effectively disallows access to 
these elements (column 8, lines 1-15; column 4, lines 42-57). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include the disabling of certain slot 
elements, which would in turn, disallow access to certain elements, as taught by Schubert in the 
system of Abboud. The motivation for doing so lies in the fact that if users need extra space, an 
efficient method to provision this would constitute the disabling of certain resources, so that 
space is freed up for those users. Both inventions are from the same field of endeavor, namely 
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the intelligent management of computer storage space. 

As per claim 2, Abboud-Schubert teaches the method of claim 1, further comprising 
reserving at least a portion of said disabled set of data media storage slot elements and data 
transfer elements for present and future use by one of said end users (Abboud: 3; 1-14). 

As per claim 3, Abboud-Schubert teaches the method of claim 1, wherein said redefining 
step further comprises moving at least one element of said second to said first set in response to 
an order from one of said end users for additional storage capacity (Abboud: 7; 21-36). 

As per claim 4, Abboud-Schubert teaches the method of claim 3, but does not specifically 
teach charging the customer for additional storage capacity. Official notice is taken that the 
charging of customers for storage space is well known in the art. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the well-known component of paid storage into the 
system of Abboud-Schubert, so this service would only be available to those users who really 
need it, adding to efficiency of the invention. 

As per claim 5, Abboud-Schubert teaches the method of claim 1, wherein said data library 
is controlled by a storage service provider (Schubert: 1 ; 30-40). 

As per claim 6, Abboud-Schubert teaches the method of claim 1, but does not specifically 
teach that the end users are customers of the storage service provider. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to specifically include the 
limitation that the end users are customers of the storage service provider. For the storage 
provider to have utility, it must have customers, and having the end users of the system as the 
customers of the storage service provider would give the system utility. 

As per claim 8, Abboud-Schubert teaches the method of claim 1, wherein said redefining 
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step comprises: moving at least one element of said second set to said first set in response to an 
order from said one end user for additional storage capacity and availability of said elements 
(Abboud: 10; 1-35, 7; 21-36). 

As per claim 12, Abboud-Schubert teaches the method of claim 1, but does not specifically 
teach that the library is located on the premises of the end users. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to include the existence of the data library on the premises of the 
users, as in a computer system, where the user is located at the client computer, and the data 
library is also located at the same computer. The motivation for doing so lies in the fact that 
most computers have data libraries, and having this system at the premises of the user would 
allow for greater functionality of that computer. 

As per claim 13, Abboud-Schubert teaches a method for providing data storage capacity on 
demand comprising: reserving a set of data media storage slot elements and data transfer 
elements in a data library for present and future use by a customer (Abboud: 3; 1-14); disabling 
a subset of said set of slot elements and data transfer elements (Schubert 8; 1-15, 4; 42-57); 
partitioning said reserved set into a subset of said set of slot elements and data transfer elements 
activated as a partition secured for use by said customer, wherein said subsets are exclusive of 
one another (Abboud: 7; 21-36); and redefining said partition by moving at least one element 
between said 

subsets in response to changes in storage capacity needs of said customer (Abboud: 10; 1-35, 7; 
21-36) 

As per claim 14, Abboud-Schubert teaches the method of claim 13, but does not 
specifically teach the adjusting of customer charges according to said redefining. Official notice 
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is taken that the adjustment in a pay-per-use paradigm is well known in the art. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 

time of the invention to include this well-known component of usage based charging into the 
system of Abboud-Schubert, to allow appropriate charges to be levied against users, based on 
how much usage has taken place. 

As per claim 15, Abboud-Schubert teaches the method of claim 13, wherein said library is 
controlled by a storage service provider (Schubert: 1; 30-40). 

Claim 16 is rejected on the same basis as claim 6. 

As per claim 18, Abboud-Schubert teaches the method of claim 14, further comprising 
redefining said partitioned set by moving at least one element between said sets in response to a 
change in storage capacity needs of said customer and availability of said elements (Abboud: 7; 
21-36). 

Claims rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Abboud-Schubert in 
view of Darago (U.S. 6,606,664). 

As per claim 7, Abboud-Schubert teaches the method of claim 1, but does not specifically 
teach the keying of the first elements on a license purchased by one of said users. Darago 
teaches the licensing of certain groups of services (4; 15-25). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include the ability to license a group of 
services, as taught by Darago in the system of Abboud-Schubert. The motivation for doing so 
lies in the fact that having a license to a specific service would allow protection of those services 
to users who have paid for it, which thus ensures that only those users that are serious about 
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these services can use them. All inventions are from the same field of endeavor, namely user- 
driven network provisioning. 

As per claim 9, Abboud-Schubert-Darago teaches the method of claim 8, but does not 
specifically teach that the said availability is based in part on a license by one of said end users. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include the distinction that 
availability is controlled by the licenses. It is an obvious component of licenses to make 
available a service to only those users with a license, and to make this service unavailable to 
those users who do not have a license. 

As per claim 10, Abboud-Schubert-Darago teaches the method of claim 9, but does not 
specifically teach the blocking of a service in light of the user not having a license. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to block users 
not having licenses. Licenses are purchased by the user, and only those users are allowed to 
access certain services. If a user did not purchase a server, he/she should not be allowed access 
to the system. 

As per claim 11, Abboud-Schubert-Darago teaches the method of claim 9, further 
comprising the increasing of library capacity (Abboud: 1; 56-64). Abboud-Schubert-Darago 
does not specifically teach the increasing of the license for it. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include the ability to purchase further 
access rights. Most subscription services offer more services for an increased fee, which 
constitutes the extension of licensing capacity. 

As per claim 11, Abboud-Schubert-Darago teaches the method of claim 9, further 
comprising extending licensed library capacity (Abboud: 1; 56-64). 
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As per claim 17, Abboud-Schubert-Darago teaches a method for limiting access to data 
storage capacity in a data library, said method comprising: disabling a set of slot elements and 
data transfer elements of said data library, disallowing access to said disabled set (Schubert: 8; 
1-15, 4; 42-57); partitioning at least a portion of a set of active slot elements and active data 
transfer elements of said data library into partitions for use by one customer, wherein said sets 
are exclusive of one another (Abboud: 7; 21-36, 6; 37-44, 9; 46-64); and keying numbers of said 
elements in said partitioned set on a license purchased by said customer (Darago: 4; 15-25). 

Claims 19, 20, and 21 are rejected on the same bases as claims 9,10, and 1 1 respectively. 

Claim 22 is rejected on the same basis as claim 12. 

As per claim 23, Abboud-Schubert-Darago teaches the method of claim 17, wherein said 
customer is a storage service provider (Schubert: 1 ; 30-40). 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicants 
disclosure. 

a. Filepp (U.S. 5,442,771) teaches a method for storage on a network. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tanim Hossain whose telephone number is 571/272-3881. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 am - 5 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Valencia Martin- Wallace can be reached at 703/305-8062. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

TanimHossain \> >-^^^^A^ 

Patent Examiner V.wv^U^ uWWc^ 
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